Merchant (2001) proposes that preposition stranding under sluicing is allowed only in those languages that also allow P-stranding in regular whquestions. Spanish and Brazilian Portuguese (BP) seem to falsify this generalization, as both are non-P-stranding languages that allow P-stranding under sluicing. Our claim is that, despite initial appearances, Spanish and BP do not constitute counterexamples to Merchant's generalization. We propose that there are two sources of sluicing in Romance: wh-movement plus IP-deletion (à la Merchant 2001), and clefting plus IP deletion (à la Merchant 1998), the latter being the underlying source for P-stranding sluicing. The apparent P-stranding effect follows from the fact that, as opposed to regular interrogatives, clefts in BP and Spanish do not involve P-stranding at all. We reinforce this conclusion by showing that, in those cases where a cleft base is independently banned, P-stranding under sluicing becomes impossible too.
Introduction
argues that sluicing involves wh-movement plus IP deletion:
(1)
John met someone, but I don't know [ CP who [ IP John met t]]
Considering how this analysis of sluicing interacts with preposition stranding, Merchant (2001, 92 ) posits the following cross-linguistic generalization:
(2) Form-identity generalization II: P-stranding A language L will allow preposition stranding under sluicing iff L allows preposition stranding under wh-movement.
Although Merchant provides data from many languages in support of (2), recent research has uncovered cases of non-P-stranding languages that, nonetheless, do allow P-stranding under sluicing. 1 In this article, we focus on two languages that display this tension, namely, Spanish and Brazilian Portuguese (BP). As far as we know, this is the first time the interaction of sluicing and P-stranding is analyzed in Spanish. As for BP, this interaction was noticed first by Almeida and Yoshida (2007) , who take it as evidence against the generalization in (2). Here, we re-examine Almeida and Yoshida's findings, through a comparison of BP and Spanish, and advance an analysis contrary to their claim. We suggest that BP and Spanish have two independent sources of IP deletion: sluicing and pseudosluicing/clefts. Our conclusion is that deletion that involves P-stranding is in fact deletion of a clefted IP whose pivot has whmoved. Indeed, as Merchant (2001, 101,fn11) remarks, in "languages without overt morphological cases, we may be dealing with a truncation of something like '. . .who it is'". In addition to a wh-pivot and copular verb, we suggest that the cleft also may contain a postcopular relative clause in which the preposition is pied-piped by a relative pronoun.
2 Sluicing with P-stranding in Spanish and BP Merchant (2001, 99) provides the paradigm in (3) for Spanish, with judgments as indicated (*: ungrammatical, ??: marginal/questionable status). Merchant's claim is that the ungrammaticality of (3) supports the generalization in (2), but the issue is not so clear. For one, there is a difference in acceptability between (3a) and (3b): while Merchant notates (3a) as unacceptable, (3b) is indicated as only marginal. If P-stranding violations were really unaffected by sluicing, then one would expect (3b) to be as bad as (3a). In addition, the judgement reported in (3b) does not hold among all Spanish speakers. Several speakers of Peninsular Spanish consider (3b) to be only slightly marginal, and some of them report total acceptability. Consider, furthermore, examples such as (4b), where the wh-expression is the D(iscourse)-linked phrase cuál 'which'. Such examples are acceptable for everybody we have consulted so far, even though their non-elliptical counterparts (4a) are totally ungrammatical. Even though Merchant does not include BP in his corpus, the same contrast can be found in this language: while P-stranding is not allowed under regular wh-movement (5a), it is grammatical when the IP is elided (5b).
data we have collected in French. Thus, at first sight, one may conclude that the Spanish and BP falsify Merchant's P-stranding generalization in (2). However, we will demonstrate in what follows that this conclusion is incorrect, and that Merchant's generalization does in fact hold for the languages under discussion. We will show that apparent counterexamples, such as the ones presented above, do not stem from sluicing, qua a construction involving wh-movement plus IP deletion as in (1). Rather, they are derived from an alternative source: pseudo-sluicing, which consists of a cleft structure whose IP is deleted (see Erteschik-Shir 1977 , Merchant 1998 and van Craenenbroeck 2004 2 ) Our claim is that BP and Spanish have two sources of IP deletion: sluicing and pseudo-sluicing. However, only pseudosluicing results in P-stranding effects. The reason is that, as we will see below, pivots of clefts in Spanish and BP need not be overtly headed by a preposition.
The proposal
As mentioned above, we propose that grammatical cases of P-stranding under sluicing stem from an alternative source, one which is different from a regular interrogative. We propose a cleft based on a specificational copular sentence, as illustrated in (6a). The elided part of the structure is an IP, composed of a copula followed by a DP that is modified by a relative clause. Thus, since the subject of the copula (i.e., the pivot of the cleft) is not introduced by a preposition, ellipsis of the verb and the predicate yields the illusion of P-stranding. Crucially, though, this derivation does not involve P-stranding (6b). As shown below, the proposition appears accompanying the head noun of the relative clause, since deletion targets everything inside the IP domain, the preposition is deleted. Strictly speaking, our analysis of cases of sluicing as constituted by an underlying cleft are not "pseudo-sluicing" in the sense of Merchant (1998) , who analyzes instances of copula drop in Japanese. Kizu (2000) analyzes sentences such as (i), in which the copula is optional, as constituted by an underlying cleft: As in Spanish, we propose that the input to P-stranding sluicing in Standard BP is also a cleft containing a specificational copular sentence, in which the copular verb is followed by a DP containing a restrictive relative clause. Consider as an example, (7a), which is the Standard BP counterpart of (6a): At this point it is important to observe that in both BP (8a) and Spanish (8b), the copular verb within the elided cleft may escape deletion, when marked with a certain level of stress. We take the admissibility of an overt copula as initial evidence for a pseudosluicing analysis. In this way, we can derive apparent P-stranding effects while preserving the generalization in (2). However, the licensing conditions on this ellipsis will have to be semantic, rather than syntactic, a conclusion that independently supports approaches like Merchant (2001) and especially Potsdam (2007) , who argues that sluicing as accomplished by wh-movement from a non-isomorphic underlying structure (namely a pseudocleft, in Malagasy) supports a semantic identity condition for sluicing. Let us now turn to independent evidence favoring the proposed analysis. (10) and (11). Notice that it does not matter whether it is only the first preposition that is omitted, only the second one, or both: the result is always unacceptable. This is clearly unexpected if the ban on P-stranding is a PF constraint that is avoided only under sluicing by eliding the locus of the violation (as proposed by Almeida and Yoshida 2007) . The examples in (10) exemplify cases in which only one of the wh-phrases is a PP, while in (11) we show cases in which both wh-phrases are PPs. In multiple sluicing, the preposition(s) are obligatory. Nonetheless, this analysis is unlikely to provide the full answer. As pointed out to us by Jeremy Hartman (personal communication), even in English (where Pstranding is independently allowed), omission of the preposition of the second wh-phrase is impossible (13). In other words, under multiple sluicing, the ban on deleting prepositions applies even in real cases of sluicing. (13) Peter talked about something to somebody, but I can't remember (about) what *(to) whom.
It is quite telling that it is only the second wh-phrase in (13) Lasnik supports this analysis by showing that the second wh-phrase in cases of multiple sluicing respects the usual constraints on rightward extraposition (cf. Ross 1967) . To begin with, the ungrammaticality of (13) can be directly explained as a consequence of the ban on P-stranding in cases of rightward movement.
(15) *Peter talked [ P P about t] yesterday [a paper on sluicing].
Second, rightward extraposition obeys the Right Roof Constraint, which bans rightward movement from crossing a finite clause boundary. Consider (16), where the second wh-phrase (which belongs to the embedded clause) cannot extrapose all the way to the matrix domain. We have seen in (10) and (11) above that both Spanish and BP behave in the same way as English (13) in not allowing P-stranding with the second whphrase, which suggests that Lasnik's extraposition analysis can also be extended to these two languages. This conclusion is reinforced by the data below, which are analogous to (16) and show that the Right Roof Constraint prevents the second wh-phrase from originating in an embedded clause. Note, furthermore, that there is no P-stranding in (21), hence its ungrammaticality can only be attributed to a Right Roof Constraint violation. (i) ?Peter said that some students will talk to some professors, but I can't remember which students to which professors. Thus, we conclude that multiple sluicing involves right extraposition of the second wh-phrase in English as well as in Spanish and Brazilian Portuguese. However, multiple sluicing in English differs from its counterpart in Spanish and Brazilian Portuguese with respect to the first wh-phrase: while English forbids P-stranding only in the second wh-phrase (13), Spanish and Brazilian Portuguese forbid it on both wh-phrases. This was exemplified above in (11); another example is provided below. The pseudo-sluicing analysis we are proposing explains the ungrammaticality of (11) and (22). P-stranding on the second wh-is banned simply because, as in English, rightward extraposition is incompatible with P-stranding. What about P-stranding in the first wh-phrase? Suppose that we created a cleft to license P-stranding in the first wh-. Given that clefts are bi-clausal structures, the second wh-could only survive ellipsis if it moved out of the embedded relative clause. This, however, would violate the Right Roof Constraint. We submit, therefore, that the ungrammaticality of such examples is not due to P-stranding constraints, but rather to an illicit movement of the second whphrase. Note that, on top of the Right Roof Constraint, the second wh-phrase also incurs a potential island violation (extraction out of a relative clause). However, it is unlikely that this is a problem, given the discussion of island repair in Merchant (2001) . What is crucial for us, though, is that Right Roof Constraint violations cannot be repaired by ellipsis. This is evidenced by the ungrammaticality of (16) In sum, the lack of P-stranding in multiple sluicing in Spanish and Brazilian Portuguese follows from the biclausal nature of the cleft structures that form the source of these examples. In order to license multiple sluicing at all, wh-movement of the 1st wh-plus rightward extraposition of the 2nd wh-are needed, neither of which license P-stranding. Merchant (2001, 122) uses else modification (24a) to argue against a clefting analysis of sluicing in English. He points out that else modification is not possible with clefts (24b), but it is possible with regular interrogatives (24c). Hence, he concludes that the elided substructure in (24a) is not a cleft, but a regular interrogative.
Else modification
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(24) a. Harry was there, but I don't know who else. b. . . . but I don't know who *(else) it was that was there. c. . . . but I don't know who else was there.
Therefore, given our analysis, we would expect else modification to be impossible in Spanish and BP sluices displaying P-stranding effects. Somewhat unexpectedly, though, this prediction is not correct for BP. This, however, is not a counterexample to our analysis. As shown in (26), BP allows else modification in clefts. Therefore, the grammaticality of (25) is compatible with a cleft analysis of P-stranding sluicing. In sum, the (un)availability of else modification in Spanish and BP sluicings pattern exactly with clefts, and this difference is arguably related to the bleached nature of clefts in the latter.
Aggressively non-D-linked wh-phrases
Another diagnostic that Merchant (2001, 123) uses to tease sluicing and pseudosluicing apart is the licensing of aggressively non-D-linked (the hell) whphrases such as what the hell, who the f**k, when the devil, que diabos, que ostia, quién cojones, que porra. As the disribution and dependency of these phrases has been linked to polarity items (den Dikken and Giannakidou, 2002) , and as their expressive content involves either religion or reproduction (see Pinker (2007) for discussion of why these topics might accompany expressive language), we henceforth refer to such phrases as RPIs. Merchant offers the paradigm in (29) to illustrate that while RPIs cannot occur in sluicing, they are perfect as pivots of clefts, being thus allowed in pseudosluicing: (29) Someone dented my car last night. a. *I wish I knew who the hell! b. I wish I knew who the hell it was! Almeida and Yoshida (2007) apply this diagnosis to BP in order to argue against a pseudosluicing analysis of IP deletion with P-stranding effects. As they observe, BP is similar to English in that RPIs (such as que porra in BP and quién cojones in Spanish) are perfect cleft pivots (30), but are not allowed in syntactic contexts involving IP deletion with P-stranding (31). Following the theory of Gussenhoven (1984) for the placement of sentence accents in English, Sprouse (2006) argues that the contrast between regular sluicing (29a)/(34a) and swiping (34b) with respect to RPI-licensing results from a combination of following phonological facts: 
. [but I don't know][what][the hell about]
As required by (35a) and (35b), the wh-word in (36a) forms a focus domain, thus receiving an accent. (36c) and (36d) are cases of swiping, in which the wh-word receives its accent and material that follows it forms another focus domain receiving its own accent. In (36d), the the hell phrase is not accented because its syntactic status does not satisfy the Sentence Accent Rule (35d).
The ungrammaticality of (36b) follows from a combination of the constraints in (35). Turning now to BP and Spanish, let us assume that sentence accents in these languages are also subject to the constraints presented in (35). This allows us to derive the fact that RPIs are not allowed in cases of pseudo-sluicing unless they are followed by some material, such as the copula.
11 Thus, (37) and (38), which are cases of pseudo-sluicing in BP and Spanish, are parallel to (36). In the same way as (36b), (37b) and (38b) 
es]
In sum, the non-licensing of RPIs in P-stranding sluices in BP and Spanish should not be taken as an argument against a pseudo-sluicing analysis. As we have shown, this type of wh-phrase is disallowed only when everything but wh-the-hell phrase survives deletion. We have argued that his may follow from the fact that, due to restrictions on sentential accents, an RPI (such as the hell in English, que porra in BP, or qué cojones in Spanish) cannot be the last overt element prior to an ellipsis site.
Complementizers under sluicing
In BP, the complementizer que 'that' can appear in structures in which a whphrase occupies the spec of CP, as shown in (39) Our next argument for a clefting source of P-stranding under sluicing in BP relates to the presence of this complementizer in sluiced structures. 12 As shown in (40), in some dialects of this language, que can appear in a P-stranding sluiced clause (see Merchant 2001, 74-82 for discussion of complementizer retention in ellipsis as related to prosodic cliticization). (40) a In summary, the fact that complementizer-retaining sluicing allows apparent P-stranding is explained by an underlying cleft analysis, which in turn correctly predicts the distribution of multiple sluicing in these configurations. Arregi (2007) examines the phenomenon of split questions in Spanish, in which the answer to the question is apparently added to the question itself as a tag. Arregi shows that examples like (46) are actually composed of two syntactically independent sentences. The first one is regular wh-question, whereas the second one is a yes-no question that undergoes clausal ellipsis (stripping). Arregi's analysis is schematized in (47), reflecting the assumption that stripping also requires movement to the left periphery prior to ellipsis (Merchant 2004 ). We will assume that this analysis can also be extended to BP. When the tag of a split question is a PP, we find the following pattern: if the first sentence is a regular wh-question, then the preposition in the tag cannot be dropped. This paradigm follows from the assumption that ellipsis in the tag is licensed under parallelism with the antecedent. Thus, if the antecedent is a regular (non-cleft) wh-question, then the tag must also have a non-cleft structure. This blocks P-stranding. On the other hand, if the antecedent is a cleft, then the tag must also be a cleft, licensing P-stranding.
Split questions
Refining aspects of the analysis: Empty-Headed and Free Relatives
Thus far, we have seen that there are good reasons to treat IP deletion plus Pstranding effects as being derived from an underlying cleft. However, Spanish and BP show subtle differences that suggest they differ in the way in which this cleft is syntactically composed.
Types of wh-pivots in Spanish
We have seen that P-stranding sluices in Spanish are derived from a copular sentences. However, this hypothesis needs some refining, as not every copular sentence can result in a well-formed sluice. Consider the following contrast. In (50a), we see a well-formed copular sentence, which nonetheless becomes ungrammatical if IP is elided (50a). This example contrasts with (6), repeated here as (51). Thus, the unavailability or dispreference for sluicing with quién may be related to its inability to license an empty headed-relative following the copula.
Sluicing within free relatives
In colloquial BP, relative clauses optionally allow dropping of the preposition, as also noted by Almeida and Yoshida (2007, 359-360 (58) and (59)? Second, what is forcing preposition stranding in (59)? In answering these questions, we propose that the underlying verbal complements in (58) and (59) are free relatives. Following Donati (2006) , we assume that free relatives are structures in which a wh-head moves to the CP domain and reprojects. In this way, it forms a clause headed by a DP. This analysis follows the general conclusion that free relatives involve a CP-internal wh-phrase but behave categorially as a DP discussed in Grosu (2002) . To illustrate this, consider the free relative in (61a) and its derivation sketched in (61b)/(61c We suggest extending this analysis to (58) and (59), which we take to be cases of sluicing within free relatives. Doing so, (58), repeated here as (62), results from derivation in (63), with ellipsis of IP within the embedded DP. Elision, which is an optional process, is not obligatory in these cases either. As discussed before, in Spanish, sluicing with preposition stranding occurs only when the moved wh-item is a D-linked element, having thus a phrasal status. Given that wh-items must be bare heads in free relatives, Spanish does license sluicing within a free relative and, as a consequence, any attempt to embed a sluiced clause under conocer will be ungrammatical.
We note that the occurrence of sluicing underneath a verb that does not allow a clausal complement in BP is not unique to conhecer. The verb arrumar, meaning 'to fix', does not take CP complements, but allows a sluiced whphrase as its complement: In sum, the occurrence of sluicing within free relatives shows that sluicing may apply to structures other than those with regular wh-movement. This type of sluicing is licensed in Brazilian Portuguese arguably because preposition deletion occurs within relative clauses. This strengthens our claim that Brazilian Portuguese p-stranding under sluicing is to be related to the availability of preposition-dropping.
Conclusion
BP and Spanish are non-P-stranding languages that display P-stranding under IP-deletion. Hence, these two grammars might be taken as prima facie evidence against the P-stranding generalization in (2) posited by Merchant (2001) -as done, for instance, by Almeida and Yoshida (2007) . However, as we have shown above, in analyzing the robustness of (2) against BP and Spanish, one must consider that these grammars have two sources of IP deletion: sluicing, which conforms to Merchant's analysis in (1), and pseudosluicing, which involves deletion of a clefted IP. Crucially, only pseudosluicing presents P-stranding effects. Therefore, contrary to Almeida and Yoshida's claim, neither BP nor Spanish can be taken as evidence against the generalization (2).
The strongest implication of this analysis is that all languages that appear to violate this generalization (see footnote 1) should be reducible to a pseudosluicing analysis. English may lack the pseudosluicing derivations for one of three reasons : (i) pseudosluicing derivations are only available as a 'last resort' (ii) pseudosluicing derivations are available in languages that have pro subjects for clefts (iii) pseudosluicing derivations are available in languages with bleached clefts that do not impose exhaustivity.
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Whichever of these turns out to be right for English, with respect to Romance, the conclusion is that (2) should be reformulated as (69), with the availability of P-stranding under sluicing relativized not to languages, but to individual syntactic configurations.
(69)
Form-identity generalization II: P-stranding (revised) For any syntactic configuration C, if P-stranding is banned in C in nonelliptical environments, it will also be banned in C under sluicing.
The revision in (69) constitutes a confirmation of the underlying intuition in Merchant (2001) -namely, that the repair effect of sluicing is selective: while strong islands virtually disappear under ellipsis, P-stranding violations remain unaffected. As a consequence, (69) lends support to theories of locality that treat strong islands and P-stranding violations as independent phenomena.
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15 Note, however, that in the course of our discussion we have shown that at least two of Merchant's original arguments, namely impossibility of else modification and impossibility of the hell wh-phrases, may not go through entirely for English. In addition, as noted by Fortin (2007, 215ff) , English disallows P-stranding in questions with the idiom against X's wishes, but allows P-drop in sluicing with it:
(i) a. *Whose wishes did he get married against? b. John got married against someone's wishes, but I don't know whose.
Note that else modification is possible with (ib), both in sluices and in clefts:
(ii) a. John got married against his parents wishes, and God knows who the hell else's. b.
It wasn't your fault? Then who the hell else's was it?
Thus, even English, under certain circumstances, may employ a cleft to circumvent P-stranding violations (see van Craenenbroeck 2007 for an elaboration of this idea). However, our focus in this paper is limited to Romance. 16 In Fox and Lasnik (2003) and Lasnik and Park (2003) , island amelioration under sluicing is attributed to one-fell-swoop movement across intermediate islands and deletion of otherwise unlinearizable chain copies, respectively. Neither of these strategies would be applicable to ameliorate P-stranding, a welcome conclusion. Merchant (2001) does not offer an account for why Preposition stranding is illicit in certain languages, but his claim throughout the book is that movement violations alleviated by sluicing are due to PF violations that are redeemed by deletion, which presumably means that P-stranding is not a PF constraint. One possibility for why P-stranding is disallowed in BP and Spanish, following Bayer (1996) , could be that it is actually due to an LFmovement violation: notably, focus sensitive particles such as só only', which arguably require LF movement, cannot appear between Preposition and DP (in contrast to English): If só and its complement need to move at LF, they will leave a trace next to the Preposition, and the ill-formedness of (ii) can be stated as a condition against stranded prepositions at LF, possibly supporting a broader conclusion that P-stranding is due to constraints on movement and not a PF filter.
